During development of the SFA, we designed and validated the scales using the Rasch measurement model (Coster et al., 1998) . In particular, Rasch fit statistics were used to examine whether the items constructed under each scale met the criteria for unidimensionality and to establish the hierarchical structure of each scale.
Unidimensionality of the scale is important to demonstrate that items in one scale reflect a single construct of function. The criterion score of each SFA scale will be meaningful only if the included assessment items work together to measure the single construct hypothesized to underlie that specific scale. If a scale evaluating a child's ability to perform a particular school-related task is not well constructed, we might find that other attributes of the child's ability are included in the measurea find ing that would thus produce a less meaningful result. For example, items in the SFA Functional Communication scale predominantly assess a child's verbal or nonverbal ability to express needs for help or to convey messages from one person to another. An item that focuses too heavily on vocabulary competence may not be a good measure of a child's ability to express needs because the item may overlook the child's functional communication using nonverbal skills such as gestures.
The usefulness of the hierarchical nature of a scale indicates that, in fact, the items placed toward the easy end of the scale are relatively easy for all students; likewise, those located on the difficult end of the scale are more difficult for all students. Therefore, students who display limitations in a particular domain of the SFA will consistently fail the more difficult items of that domain, whereas those who demonstrate a higher degree of function will still pass the difficult items. Clinically, the hierarchical structure of the SFA can be used not only to identify unexpected student strengths and limitations by means of the unexpected ratings but also to guide the individualized education plan, which specifies which tasks and related skills should be addressed next in program planning to increase the student's ability to meet school expectations within a specific functional area.
The purpose of the current study was to confirm the unidimensionality and hierarchical structure of the SFA through a study sample independent of the original Rasch calibration (standardization) population of the SFA. The analysis focused on Part III: Activity Performance, including Physical Tasks and Cognitive/Behavioral Tasks. This section of the SFA provides the most detailed information about the student's performance of related activities within each specific functional task area. Two specific research questions were addressed: 1. Do the items within each SFA Activity Performance scale define a single construct of school-related function? 2. Is the hierarchical order of item difficulty reproducible in another sample?
Method

Participants
Sixty-four elementary school-age children (39 boys, 25 girls), between 6 and 15 years old (M = 9.37, SD = 2.16), were recruited from several school districts in western New York. Among the 64 students, 35 had a documented disability, such as cerebral palsy or a learning disability, and 29 did not have a documented disability. The participating students were a sample of convenience selected by the contacted school professionals. Parent informed consent and student assent were received. The study was approved by the internal review board of the University of Buffalo, the State University of New York. Administrative approval was obtained from each participating school.
Procedures
The SFA was completed for each student by his or her primary classroom teacher who had observed and was familiar with the student's functioning in a wide variety of school settings. Teachers were instructed to carefully read the guidelines in the Rating Scale Guide (Coster et al., 1998) before administering the SFA. Patricia Davies, who is knowledgeable in administering the SFA, was available in person or by phone to resolve any questions teachers had. Missing data or unclear responses found in the returned assessments were handled through follow-up contacts.
Data Management and Analyses
A total of 18 scales (excluding the 3 optional scales that were not applicable to most students in this study) with 266 items were analyzed. Each item was scored on a 4-point rating scale (e.g., 1 = does not perform, 4 = consistent performance). Raw item ratings from each participating student were used for Rasch analyses. Rasch analysis for the partial credit model was conducted through the WINSTEPS ® Rasch model computer program version 3.640 (SWREG, 2007) . A separate analysis was run for each of the 18 scales and associated items. Item fit statistics, including both Outfit mean square (MnSq) and Infit MnSq generated by WINSTEPS, were reported. An item that presents a MnSq > 1.4 indicates possible misfit between that specific item and the rest of items in the scale, thus suggesting that the item might be measuring a different construct (Wright & Linacre, 1994; Wright & Masters, 1982) . In addition, to diminish the possibility of misinterpreting the MnSq statistics caused by the relatively small sample size of this study, the standardized fit statistic (termed ZStd in WINSTEPS) was jointly used for determining the significance of the MnSq values. ZStd > 2.0 indicates that the corresponding MnSq value is significant at the .05 level (Wright & Linacre, 1994; Wright & Masters, 1982) . Accordingly, the misfit criterion in the current study was an Infit or Outfit MnSq > 1.4 along with a ZStd > 2.0.
Some authors have suggested that a scale is considered to be unidimensional when <5% of the items fail to fit the Rasch measurement model (Wright & Masters, 1982; Wright & Mok, 2000) . For scales with <20 items, however, as is the case with the SFA, the result of only one misfitting item would exceed this 5% criterion. Therefore, in this study, we set the criterion for unidimensionality as no more than one misfitting item within a scale. Finally, the difficulty estimate of each item expressed in log-odd units (logits) was used to determine whether the item difficulty estimates form a hierarchical structure consistent with the existing item order in each scale.
Results
Of the 266 items from the 18 Activity Performance scales analyzed, 14 items were identified as misfitting, based on the criterion chosen (MnSq > 1.4 and ZStd > 2.0). Table 1 Tasks (i.e., Following Social Conventions, Personal Care Awareness) showed two misfitting items, which failed to meet the criterion for unidimensionality. Tables 2 and 3 show the item hierarchical order of each scale of Physical Tasks and Cognitive/Behavioral Tasks. All items in each scale are listed in order of increasing difficulty, based on their calculated item difficulty estimates (logits). For example, for the "Eating and Drinking" scale, the first (easiest) item, "Eats regular lunchtime/ snacktime foods without choking," had a difficulty estimate of -4.59 logits (logit values not shown in the tables; the easy items on this scale have a negative value and the harder items have increasing values and result in positive values). Consecutively, the second item, "Drinks from a cup or glass," demonstrated a difficulty estimate of -3.99 logits, and, proceeding with the continuum, the last (most difficult) item, "Drinks from student-accessible water fountain," reveals the highest difficulty estimate (5.21 logits) of the scale. A few items (indicated by boldface in the tables) were found to demonstrate a hierarchical position that was not consistent with the actual item order of the SFA. Many of these disordered items can be characterized as being slightly displaced with their adjacent items that demonstrated similar difficulty estimates (logits). In general, most of the scales appeared to display an overall item hierarchical pattern resembling their original layout in the assessment.
Discussion
The SFA was designed to measure the ability of children to meet various functional demands of education-relevant tasks. The current study was performed to determine whether the psychometric properties of unidimensionality and hierarchy of test items have a generality that extends beyond the calibration (standardization) sample used during the assessment development.
The first research question inquired whether the items within each SFA Activity Performance scale define a single construct of school-related function. Most test items (252 out of 266) within the 18 Activity Performance scales met the criterion set for 16. Constructs using several media (e.g., paper, wood, fabric, leather, cord, yarn).
25. Secures paper with paper clip.
9. Eats within allotted time.
8. Communicates inquiries/requests for information.
1. Demonstrates understanding of basic onestep directions or instructions (e.g., come here, stop, go ahead, get book).
11. Demonstrates recognition of how and when to communicate about private matters (e.g., toileting accident).
12. Observes social conventions regarding asking questions or making statements that are embarrassing or hurtful of others.
14. Finishes project that takes several days.
1. Displays appropriate restraint regarding self-stimulation (e.g., refrains from head banging, hand flapping).
3. Re-dresses self before exiting bathroom or stall.
9. Covers mouth and nose with hand or tissue when coughing or sneezing.
10. Checks for safety before crossing a traffic area, even when accompanied by another person. a hierarchical pattern that is reproducible through another sample. The Rasch item difficulty estimates (logits) derived from the ratings of the participants revealed that all of the scales demonstrated an overall item hierarchy similar to the order of items in the SFA. Slight displacement was found among some adjacent items that have similar difficulty estimates. For example, within the scale Travel, the fourth item "moves moderate distances" (-3.10 logits) reverses the order with the fifth item "moves to adjacent classroom" (-3.41 logits; see Table 2 ). Several authors have argued that the calibration of item difficulty of an assessment tends to vary slightly across groups of different functioning/disabling characteristics (Fisher, 1993; Heinemann, Linacre, Wright, Hamilton, & Granger, 1993) . The discrepancy in sample size and performance abilities between our study sample and the calibration population used for the assessment development could, in part, account for the slight deviation of the item hierarchy found. In particular, compared with the original SFA calibration study, the current study consisted of a relatively small sample with a limited representation of diverse disabling conditions commonly seen among students with special needs. Evidence of the hierarchical structure of the SFA holds promise for extending clinical usefulness of the assessment. A therapist can expect a pattern of a student's performance that is based on the established order of item difficulty. For example, a student with average ability would receive higher ratings on easy items and then gradually obtain lower ratings on more difficult items at the other end of the scale. Items with ratings obviously deviating from the expected patterns are targeted for closer examination because those items may indicate the student's areas of particular limitation or strength (Coster et al., 1998) . Identifying specific functional tasks that are difficult for children with disabilities can help guide treatment priorities. As described by Fisher (1992) , "criterion-referenced hierarchical scales can potentially serve as a guide to the progression of treatment and to target specific areas for intervention" (p. 280). Therefore, the readministration of the SFA would allow school professionals to 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 15 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 13, 17, 18, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 a Items are listed in order of increasing difficulty, with underlined boldface items indicating disparity with the existing item order in the scale. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 11, 13 1, 2, 4, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 8, 10, 11, 12 1, 3, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 14, 11, 13, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 13, 16, 17 18, 19, 20 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 1, 2, 4, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 6, 8, 9, 10 a Items are listed in order of increasing difficulty, with underlined boldface items indicating disparity with the existing item order in the scale.
Rasch goodness-of-fit statistics. Accordingly, all but three scales were found to be unidimensional, measuring a single construct. Evidence of the unidimensionality of the SFA increases therapists' confidence in using the assessment. That is, when a therapist uses the SFA, he or she can be confident that if a student scores low in one scale and not on other scales, the limitation is related to the domain associated with the low scored scale. Treatment planning can then emphasize strategies to facilitate functioning in that specific area. For example, a student in the first grade has been referred for occupational therapy services, and one of the teacher's major concerns is that the student is not able to complete tasks, especially those involving motor skills. As part of the initial evaluation, the therapist administers the SFA. The student scores high on the Manipulation With Movement scale but very low on the Task Behavior/ Completion scale. These results should guide the therapist to further assess and provide intervention strategies as needed related to the cognitive-behavioral aspects of the process of completing a task, and little emphasis would need to be given to motor aspects of activity participation.
The second research question addressed whether the items constructed in the SFA Activity Performance scales form document the student's progress in particular areas of performance and further develop realistic goals and objectives to include as sequential steps that may be followed to help the student gain greater functional skills in a specific domain.
The misfitting items identified through this study may call for further scrutiny over the construct or semantic formation of the items. For example, "throws and catches a small ball" under the scale Recreational Movement is considered a double-barreled item (DeVellis, 1991, p. 59) ; it conveys two actions ("throws" and "catches") so that an endorsement of the item might refer to passing one or both actions. Likewise, the item "constructs using several media (e.g., paper, wood, fabric, leather, cord, yarn)" under Using Materials is questionable because different materials (e.g., paper vs. leather) may present different levels of activity demands, particularly for children who are physically challenged. Feedback from the assessment users, such as classroom teachers or therapists, will help verify the suitability and clarity of these misfitting items. Therefore, when a project for assessment revision is proposed, the SFA authors may want to incorporate the results of this study with comments gathered from those actually using the assessment for determining specific items that may not have been appropriately constructed or worded for fit within the scale.
In summary, the results of the current study, although derived from a relatively small sample, have provided additional evidence of the internal construct validity of the SFA according to the criteria of the Rasch measurement model. Fifteen of 18 required Activity Performance scales were found to measure a single underlying construct. Therefore, items in most scales contribute to a meaningful measure of student performance of specific school functional tasks. In addition, given item estimates in this study, the original order of items from easy to hard was closely replicated for each Activity Performance scale. This reliable hierarchical structure of the assessment can assist school professionals in anticipating and documenting a student's progress in functional performance from easier to more difficult school tasks. s
